Introduction
This article is about everyday bordering in the UK and its relationships with contemporary politics of belonging. We view everyday bordering and the ways it has developed as a result of recent Immigration Acts in the UK (especially 2014 & 2016) as a major technology of control of diversity and discourses of diversity in the UK which has promoted as well as been affected by autochthonic political projects of belonging (Geschiere, 2009; Yuval-Davis, 2011) which, among others, have influenced the 'Brexit' results of the 2016 referendum.
Elsewhere (Yuval-Davis et al, forthcoming) , we analyze the ways both everyday bordering and autochthonic politics of belonging have been developed out of neo-liberal globalisation's double crisis of governability and governmentality (Yuval-Davis, 2012) . In this article, however, we are focusing on the ways everyday bordering has affected social and political solidarity and in particular how it has reconstructed everyday citizenship rights and duties.
Our theoretical and methodological approach therefore differs from related current research into the legal and policy contexts of immigration law enforcement (e.g. Cherti, 2014a and b; Düvell, 2016) or the everyday creativity and resistances of migrants to immigration legislation (e.g. Hall, 2015) in that we are investigating the political and social implications of the increasing incorporation of technologies of everyday bordering into UK immigration legislation not only for irregular migrants but for all UK citizens and residents.
We are also arguing that in order to understand the impact of everyday bordering we need to examine it in a situated intersectional way, considering the differential epistemological gazes of the different social actors who are taking part in everyday bordering social encounters.
The article begins with an outline of our theoretical and methodological framework. It continues with an analysis of the shift in focus of recent UK immigration legislation from the external, territorial border to the internal border, embedding technologies of everyday bordering into many social institutions of British life. We develop our analysis through the use of illustrative examples drawn from wide ranging narrative interviews, focusing on the field of employment, exploring the ways ordinary citizens and residents are differentially incorporated into everyday bordering practices by demands to become either borderguards and/or suspected illegitimate border-crossers. In the conclusion we consider how these processes have affected and reconstructed social and political solidarity as well as individual citizenship rights and duties.
Theoretical frame: Everyday bordering and the politics of belonging
This article emanates from our work in the EUBorderscapes research project, in which bordering is defined as 'the everyday construction of borders through ideology, cultural mediation, discourses, political institutions, attitudes and everyday forms of transnationalism'. It incorporates Van Houtum et al's (2005) use of the term 'b/ordering' to refer to the interplay between (social) ordering and border-making. Everyday 'bordering and ordering' practices create and recreate new social-cultural boundaries and borders which are also spatial in nature. At the same time as processes of globalisation were being operationalized to support claims surrounding the emergence of a 'borderless world' (Ohmae, 1999) , we also saw the emergence of counter-narratives highlighting the proliferation of borders.
As has happened in Britain and elsewhere de-and re-bordering processes involve the territorial displacement and relocation of borders and border controls that are, in principle, being carried out by anyone anywhere -government agencies, private companies and individual citizens. The UK 2014 and 2016 Immigration Acts discussed below expand and potentially criminalize failures in border-guarding as well as unsanctioned border-crossing.
Borderings are thereby conceptualised as practices that are situated and constituted in the specificity of political negotiations as well as the everyday life performance of them, being shifting and contested between individuals, groupings and states as well as in the constructions of individual subjectivities. Such bordering constructions are intimately linked to specific political projects of belonging, which are at the heart of contemporary political agendas. Their contestations are closely related to different constructions of identity, belonging and citizenship.
It is important to differentiate between belonging and the politics of belonging (Yuval-Davis, 2011) . Belonging relates to emotional (or even ontological) attachment, about feeling 'at home'. While 'home is a material and an affective space, shaped by everyday practices, lived experiences, social relations, memories and emotions' (Blunt, 2005: 506) , part of feeling 'at home' has been described as being in a 'safe' space (Ignatieff, 2001 ). This construction of home is linked to views regarding who has a right to share the home and who does not belong there. Technologies of everyday bordering which are supposedly aimed at making people feel safe by keeping those who do not belong out, can undermine feelings of safety for everyone through raising a sense of precarity.
Belonging tends to be naturalized and to be part of everyday practices. It becomes articulated, formally structured and politicized only when it is perceived to be threatened.
The politics of belonging comprise specific political projects aimed at constructing belonging to particular collectivity/ies, which are themselves being assembled in these projects, within specified boundaries. These boundaries are often spatial and relate to a specific locality/territoriality and not just to constructions of social collectivities (Antonisch, 2010) . This is particularly true when we relate to the most common political project of belonging which is that of state citizenship. While regional, ethnic, racial and religious differences might be crucial signifiers of belonging, when people travel abroad they are usually identified both formally and informally, by their nationality/state citizenship -or, since 'the global war on terrorism' -by their presumed religious affiliation.
There are different approaches to citizenship 1 . The most influential one in the UK is that of T.H. Marshall who defined citizenship as 'a status bestowed on those who are full members of a community,' with its associated 'rights and duties ' (1950:14) . As Hall and Held commented (1989) , such a definition allows the notion of citizenship to be applied to political communities other than a nation-state. For our use, examining the impact of everyday bordering, we expand the boundaries of citizenship to all those residing in the UK, no matter their legal status or length of stay.
Processes of bordering always differentiate between 'us' and 'them', those who are in and those who are out, those who are allowed to cross the borders and those who are not. Sarah Pink has claimed (2012: 143) that the everyday is 'at the centre of human existence, the essence of who we are and our location in the world'. We argue that the definition of 'who we are' and 'what is our location in the world' are both constructed by discourses of particular political projects of belonging and affected by the specific social agents taking part in these 'everyday' social dynamics. Consideration of these factors has thus informed our methodology and research methods.
Methodological frame: The everyday and situated intersectional perspectives. Neal and Murji (2015: 817) characterise the everyday as co-constituted 'as a site of resistance and/or a site of normativity'. However, we argue that notions of normativity and resistance depend on the different discourses of belonging of the participants in these everyday situations and therefore 'everyday life' cannot be studied unless we employ a multi-epistemological situated intersectional analysis. Rather than accepting the everyday as a 'babble of multiple tongues' (Featherstone, 1995) , the arena of 'doxa' (Heller, 1984) or of 'what is left over' after all distinct, superior, specialized, structured activities have been singled out by analysis, everyday life must be defined as a totality (Lefebvre, 1991: 97) .
Although we agree that the everyday needs to be looked at as a totality, we argue that there is no way to carry out 'an objective' analysis of any everyday social situation. Rather, any epistemological attempt 'to approach the truth' (Hill-Collins, 1990) In order to capture a diversity of situated gazes and experiences of everyday bordering, we observed, during our fieldwork in London 2 , seven meetings relating to new immigration laws and carried out in depth interviews with sixty-six people including students with EEA and non-EEA citizenship, managers and teachers in state and non-state funded post-16 education, landlords, a housing activist, private tenants from EEA and non-EEA backgrounds, local government employees, small business employers and employees and immigration enforcement officers. In addition we held conversations as part of our ethnographic fieldwork with a range of locally resident people and employees. The lives of many of the people we interviewed crossed several of these categories (e.g. a non EEA student who is also a tenant, a local government employee who is also a landlord). Interviewees were asked to talk in detail about their past and current experiences of external and internal
borders. An analysis of early interviews led to us selecting cases relating to specific requirements of the Act where differently situated individuals reflected on their perspective of the extending internal border. We used snowballing since interviewees involved in specific bordering encounters, such as an enforcement raid on an employer, led to others who had experienced the same operation. To ensure an intersectional analysis of bordering Act imposed penalties for non-compliance with these requirements (Scholten, 2015: 72-76 In this article we are focusing on employment as an illustrative example of how everyday bordering is experienced and viewed differently by individuals of differential positionings, identifications and normative value systems. We show how this 'hostile environment' has a deep impact on the lives of irregular migrants. However, we also show how it affects other migrants, members of racialized minority groups as well as all other members of the society.
Everyday employment bordering

Perspectives from professional enforcers
In 2013, as the 2014 Immigration Act was being drafted, the Home Office launched Operation Valken in which vans displaying large posters demanding those 'in the UK illegally' to 'Go home or face arrest' circled the streets of some neighbourhoods in London.
The 'Go Home' vans triggered mass protests and were eventually withdrawn from the streets (Jones et al, 2017 Skybreaker's 'community engagement' strategy whereby they and their colleagues visited every business in designated wards in five London boroughs which, they claimed, were identified as having the largest numbers of 'illegal migrants'. 5 In contrast to the ostentatious mobile posters of Valken, they showed us their modest visiting cards, which they and their colleagues gave out to employers on visits that were ostensibly to explain the legislation to the business owners and to see the files that it was their duty to keep regarding the immigration status of all their employees. However, the border officers told us that on each visit they also noted whether their visit created panic among the employees, in which case their ICE team colleagues may return and carry out an 'enforcement operation '. 6 In contrast to the expressed view of their more senior colleagues, BD and LD, Asian and white male junior enforcement officers whom we spoke with during a 'community engagement' operation viewed the out-sourcing of border work to businesses and the ICE teams' resultant 'engagement work' as cost cutting and ineffective because it gave 'illegals' the opportunity to 'escape'.
Whilst Home Office records indicate that about 70% of the raids target businesses in ethnic minority neighbourhoods, giving rise to the claim that this immigration policy is racist, 7 the Border Force officers we interviewed did not see it as such. BD referred to his positioning as a member of a religious minority, oppressed in many parts of the world, giving an example of how his community was protected by UK anti-discrimination laws. He believed in enforcing the UK border against people who want to deny the right of his community to belong in his ancestral country and in the UK. He emphasized that an 'acceptance of diversity is different to an acceptance of when people are here illegally.' KD told us that whilst she enjoyed living in pluralist multi-cultural London 'everyone should prove their right to work'.
Perspectives from the ethnic enclave economy
In contrast to the situated gaze of the border officers who perceive a supposedly solid and simple differentiation between the 'legal' and the 'illegal', employers and employees from ethnic minority backgrounds whom we interviewed experienced the everyday border as confused and with potentially destructive consequences on people's lives. The complexities of recruitment and employee relations of businesses within London's 'ethnic enclave economy' including the values of social networks, kinship obligations, language and cultural knowledge have been well documented by McKay (2013 and and Bloch, Kumaruppan and McKay (2015) . They argue that whilst the traditional informality of recruitment processes, including the casual employment of kin and co-nationals without permission to work, has been challenged by the increased penalties that employers face, social ties and practical needs of the business mean that many continue to risk large fines.
We found that the terrain that ethnic enclave employers experience in being legally obliged to become untrained unpaid border guards is complicated by the multiple relationships that they may be embedded in where they have to demonstrate to ICE teams that their employees, to whom they may possess familial, social or political obligations, are not illegal border crossers.
Ethnic minority employers found it unfair, as well as impossible without any professional training, to distinguish migrants with the right to work from those who presented false papers to them, their failure resulting in fines of up to £20,000 for each staff member illegally employed. According to the 2016 Act multiple offences could lead to a prison sentence of up to five years 8 .
DC, a South Asian grocery shop owner would not recruit someone if he was not sure of their status:
I was going to employ a European guy who comes from Italy but he had no passport, he had his ID card and his medical card, he showed me this and I refused him as I had no idea about it because [I thought] he has to have a passport with a visa … so many countries' people coming here, so how do I know who has the right to work?
Although an Italian ID card is sufficient for employment purposes, experiences of the devastating effect of the raids on the business led to ethnic minority employers feeling targeted. In everyday bordering, informal constructions of boundaries, built on assumptions about the citizenship status of minority group members, contribute to the formation of, and are structured by, the formal ones.
A British-Bangladeshi owner of several restaurants, complained about the targeting of ethnic minority businesses through immigration enforcement raids:
[The Home Office] are making life hell for all the owners of the businesses as they are targeting the owners. I find that they do not really want illegal immigrants' problem to be sorted out. They are actually targeting all the owners so that if they find anyone there they can fine them. It is a kind of revenue collection, which is not true Britishness.
He, like others we interviewed, pointed out the destructive effect on businesses of these raids:
They raided on the Friday night. Friday and Saturday evening are the busiest in the whole week. They actually target your restaurant, they don't care about your reputation or damage to business … they just lock the door and they always treat everybody like a criminal. [...] You build a reputation for years and years, that way your 30 years of work, your twenty years of work is down the drain.
And as DC pointed out:
Because if any customer goes into a shop and faces any trouble by the police or immigration officer will they come again in the shop? Never! Of course, it is not only businesses which are being destroyed by such raids, but relationships between employers and employees as well. BJ, a male British-Bangladeshi, small business manager, reflected on the impact of these everyday policies:
It is creating divisions in the society. Not only between the white indigenous people and the immigrant people. It could just be one of my friends who has fallen out with me. If he knows that I somehow employ one person, just to harass me … so the Home Office are trying their best not to make a cohesive society although they preach for this … they are trying to employ people as police against each other they are creating a situation of chaos in this society.
The precarity and damaging collateral effects of everyday bordering can sometimes reach absurd extremities. For example, in spite of his caution, and keeping files on five legal employees, DC was given a £15,000 fine (which he was fighting in court) for two assumedto-be illegally employed men arrested during the raid on his shop. According to DC one was a customer and the other a pedestrian who stood next to the fruit stall on the pavement outside and 'looked like' the people who worked in his shop.
Stereotypes of racialized minorities as 'not belonging' are common in the work of everyday bordering. However, everyday bordering legislation and practices affect all kinds of migrants and, as we'll see below, everyone in society.
Perspectives from EU residents in London
Migrants from the margins of the EU often feel helpless in the face of immigration legislation complexity. Often the only way employees can prove their right to work legally is by using support networks of family and friends who've had similar experiences in the past.
TB, a student from Bulgaria, who had moved to London with her mother in 2011, explained that one of her mother's friends, married to a British national, had encountered problems with her employer due to confusion surrounding the rules on Bulgarian nationals living and working in the UK: And indeed, she had grounds for fear. The non-EEA national husband of LB, a female Czech citizen, had initially been refused leave to remain because there was a short period when the Home Office said that LB didn't have the private health insurance required by nonworking partners. However, she didn't need it because she had been working and paying National Insurance throughout.
This confusion is often exploited by agencies who force their workers into precarious work under the minimum wage and also affects everyone in the workplace. We interviewed PB, a
White British middle manager of a branch of a FTSE-250 company which had a diverse workforce typical of many in the capital. In 2013 his frustration with his company's use of a particular employment agency and difficulties with the paperwork to employ workers directly led him to leave his post. He was angry as he knew that the agency his company had a contract with was paying workers below the minimum wage:
Why do you think I have spent the last few months trying to get us out of this contract with him? I know what he does and I know that if we were found to be involved in this we would be in trouble. This is a legacy that I inherited and I'm trying to resolve it with the help of head office, but it has been difficult and I have had to fight for my own job in this.
Many of the agency workers had worked at the branch for a year or more and PB was keen to employ them directly, which would enable him to make savings on his wage bill. This had been happening at another nearby branch, as one agency worker explained:
No, no, I spoke to one of the bosses there, you know? I asked if they had a job for me. All the Romanians were doing it…well the ones who had the blue card. And they gave me a contract. I work 39 hours a week. Packing on the afternoon shift.
However gathering the correct paper work to satisfy senior managers in his branch and from head office was often problematic. He suspected a senior manager of receiving kick-backs from the agency owner and using the legislation to prevent workers from being employed directly. One of the workers confirmed that this was the case when a senior manager was removed from his post after an investigation by head office. In this case a senior employee within a large UK company was able to exploit the demands of immigration legislation not only to de-fraud his own company but also to ensure many workers with the right to live and work in the UK were denied direct employment and continued to be exploited by the agency boss.
The immigration regulations have spread a sense of anxiety and precarity far beyond the realm of low paid agency workers or people with questionable rights to work. The sheer volume of paper work and its complexity can put people off.
For example, although LB is now entitled to British citizenship, she said she will not apply until she has been with a single employer for five years because it is 'exhausting getting together so many pieces of paper to prove employment and residence' in order to apply (her friend who is also Eastern European married to Middle eastern man had experienced this negatively). Moreover, while applying for her husband's leave to remain when she was working for a married couple, she had to ask for her employer's marriage certificate to give to the Home Office who did not believe her because her employers had different surnames and one had signed her contract and the other the payslips. She felt terrible about asking them, even though they said it wasn't a problem.
Gendered effects of everyday bordering
We found that everyday employment bordering can have a greater impact on women with limited opportunities. JK, a British-Chinese woman who came to Britain as a child reflected on the exploitation she encountered in society as a result of immigration policies:
If you don't have your papers you can't do anything. Obviously there is a black market but it is getting increasingly hard now while there are always employers who are willing to take people on for cash in hand -the type of job -the type of salary … we were chatting to a Bangladeshi waitress and she gets £40 a day for a 12 hour day, and you have very little rights and I think that instead of [the law] protecting, it is ensuring you don't have the right to work. If you are here, you still need a roof over your head.
She was referring to the vulnerability to economic and sexual exploitation that we had encountered in other interviews, especially in relation to the accommodation border.
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However, everyday borderings affect everyone's lives in the UK, not just migrants or even members of vulnerable gendered racialized minorities.
Perspectives from metropolitan professionals
Whilst the border officers perceived no problem in requiring everyone's passports to be checked in places of employment we heard shocked reactions by employees of an academic institution in London which amalgamated with another. All employees, with no regard to seniority or length of employment, had to show their passports to prove that they are legally working in the UK. Nowadays academics employed on permanent contracts in one academic institution have to prove their legal right to work in the UK before they can be paid as guest lecturers or external examiners in another UK academic institution. Similar practices exist in all other fields of employment.
We found that the effect of such policies in a global metropolitan city, in the years preceding Brexit, has been to sensitize people to who carries a British passport and who does not. In this way citizenship status became a salient feature of ascribed identity, making those who do not carry such passports potentially guilty of illegal work until otherwise proven and overall making the racialized boundaries between those who 'belong' and those who 'do not' a more central feature of everyday life in London and elsewhere.
The immigration legislation requirements thus have generic effect on the economy and society. NW, a member of 'London First', a lobby group aimed at promoting London's business interests told us:
Many businesses in the City find it hard to attract talented global people to come and work here because of the visa requirements. There has been damage done. I've seen it on the ground.
Owning £200,000 of 'investment funds' is enough, however, to gain the right to work in your own business in the UK. 12 As we found when interviewing City employees, even people with fewer financial resources, but with the ability to hire the right legal expertise, the path to legal employment and long term residency and citizenship is being smoothed out. Thus, although the impact of bordering was not limited to lower-paid workers and those in specific sectors, those with higher incomes could pay for legal services to ensure they remained in employment. OB was a professional woman from a non-EU former Soviet Being able to 'get away with it', does not mean that everyday bordering has not affected the lives of all migrants and, as we've seen above, also of the rest of population.
Conclusion: everyday bordering and everyday citizenship
Bordering has come to be increasingly a part of the everyday experience of British people.
The expansion of the EU and the growing destabilization of large parts of the post-colonial world due to natural and political/military factors, have increased the number of migrants across Europe, while in the post 9/11 era bordering practices are sites of ever-increasing securitisation. The UK has experienced these pressures in specific ways, due to historical/political and cultural/linguistic factors. While anti-immigration discourses and the extreme Right have gained momentum all over the world, the UK, outside the Schengen agreement, and with a growing ambivalent relationship with the EU, has been developing more extreme measures of de-territorialized border controls. These technologies work to control both the number of migrants, and more so, the discourse of the UK as a desired space for immigration.
We argue that the intensification and growing hegemony of this everyday/everywhere bordering technology threatens to destabilize the conviviality of multiethnic metropolitan London, the rest of the UK and other European societies. As we have shown through illustrative examples, it undermines a naturalized sense of entitlement to citizenship rights to a growing section of the population -especially, but not only, the racialized and vulnerable ones. They constantly have to prove that they're legally entitled to public sector services as well as housing and employment in the private sphere, thus creating (contested and shifting) hierarchies of belonging which only partially related to people's formal citizenship status but profoundly affect their citizenship rights. More and more members of society are being required to act as border-guards and check (to their peril if they fail to carry out these duties for which they are not paid or trained) that they do not allow anyone 'who does not belong' access to these arenas. As we have shown, the situated gazes of those everyday border-guards concerning the practical and ethical issues involved in everyday bordering differ sharply from that of the professional ICE team border officers we interviewed.
However, in order to fully understand everyday bordering we need to encompass, in an epistemological dialogical way, as many situated gazes as possible. We have used the situated intersectional methodology to show how different citizenship status, ethnicity, race, gender, educational/professional positionings and other social hierarchies work together and mutually constitute each other through diverse categorisations and selected signs. The experiences of everyday borderings are, therefore, differentiated, based on social positioning and a particular situated gaze. Within employment, we have seen the difficulties not only of different kinds of employees or those wanting to work but also of employers in checking the rights of migrants to work. Even large companies find it difficult to understand their role and some non-British nationals are missing out on equal access to the labour market as a result. Evident throughout is the divisive nature of these processes both for those who find themselves unable to access employment but also for those employers who feel uncertain about the border-guard role which is punitively being forced upon them.
Where this uncertainty exists, less scrupulous agency owners have been able to step in and profit from the fears of employers surrounding the fines related to upholding this legislation. Moreover, as many of our interviewees commented, this situation brings uncertainty, confusion and probably most importantly a divisive atmosphere of suspicion and mistrust.
While citizenship in the UK and other parts of Europe in the post World War II era has tended to be social democratic, this technology of everyday bordering constructs citizenship as an individualized social/legal contract between the person and the state and potentially between the person and all the other people whose access to social rights are being threatened by her/him. It is a political project of belonging that does not relate only to the agenda of securitisation but also to that of the extreme Right, which calls to keep jobs, housing, education, health care, and generally being part of 'the community', exclusively to those who 'belong', and construct an exclusionary 'hostile environment' to those who do not. Although this paper focuses on the employment arena, we have found in our research similar picture in the realms of accommodation, health, education and even marriages.
Since the time of our fieldwork, the UK has voted to exit the EU in a national referendum.
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In a way, the strengthening of the political project of belonging that was one of the major factors in the Brexit vote can be seen as one outcome of the divisive effects of everyday bordering technology.
It has become very easy to shift responsibility to those who 'do not belong' -the migrants or anyone else who has different looks, accents, cultures and religions. This is the context in which those of us who have been working on issues of racism, nationalism and ethnic relations, find ourselves with new challenges. The combined emergence of everyday bordering as a technology of control of diversity and discourses on diversity and autochthonic populist politics of belonging in a growing number of places on the globe are producing new forms of intersectional racist practices. 
